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L "+ PREFACE :

. . ® ”’ ;
The Center for Vocational Education is indebted to Mr. John Jennings and Mr. Charlés Radcliffe

for their presentation engitled

tatives and are.eminently qualified to address such a topic. y
R * ‘ 7 &

"¢ The commentary focuses primarily on the.(1) basic rationale and foundation upon whig‘fl the
vocationaleducationt R&D provisions in Public Law 94-482 were estahlished ‘and (2) the expectations

4

* of Congress concernine the qutcome of resources allocated for vocational education R&D. Responses
- are provided to @ number 6f relevant c);'uestions raised with regard
* provisions in Public Law"94-482, Education Amendments Act of

to congressional coptent of various *
1976. 7 . ‘

- ,Mr. Jennings is a native of the state of IHindis. 'He. received a B.A. in history from Loyoiapﬁ’r- ' .
versity (1964) and J.D. from Northwestein University School of Law (1987).,In 1967, Jernings was ¢y
admitted to the Illinois State Bar and the Federal Bar (7th District). In 1969, he wasadmitted to A
the Bar of the District of Columbiar. + " g 7 7F T AL . '

.o s e % ¥

-Since 1967, Mr. Jenriings has served in his’current position as Counsel and Staff Director, Sy~
committee on’Elementary, Sécondary,and'Voéqbibnql Education, Committee on Edycation an¢’La-

bo¥, U.S. House of Representatives, The subcommttee has jurisdiction over the El} mentary ghd T
Secondary Educatiort Aét, the School Lunch, Act, the'Vocational Education Act, the Emergéney ’
School Act, Indian Education, S;:hool Constitution, Séhgol Desegregation Impagt Art, School Financ-
ing, and other general legislation affecting elementary and secondary educatiqn. - oo

i

P e - LS oot "-"1 R ! _
7 A native of the sJ;at of Indjana, Mr. Raddliffe holds a B.A. degree front Bates College and a LL.B.
from Georgetown Umvéﬁfy Law School. Heisa member-of the Bar of ,t/he'Dist'ric of Columbia.

Mr. Raécliffe is the Mimrority Counsel, Commijttee'on E?uqation ar)él *Labor;”“ g o
Representatives, a positiori hé has hield since '1963. "His prior experienge includeg U,S. Senat"e Staff,
U,S. Office 6f Education legislature officer and Assistant Director of ithe 19; hite House
Conference on Eduication. . . ’ A I & AN

Fer L I
‘o B

in introducing Mr.
fecting Vécational .

" On behalf of The Center arf‘d‘The‘ Ohio State Univeisity, I take pleasu
Jenning’s;and Mr. Radcliffe’s presentation, “Commentary on Le .'slation
Education Research and Development.” S

- e 4 d .

-~ . 2

~

S
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N 4 ) ; -
“Commentary on Legislation Affecting Vocational Education Research /. Ay
and Development.” Both of these professionals §erve as primary“staff in-the U.SY House of Repre < /
LB 7 #
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i . REMARKS: VOCATIONAL EDUCATION - \
. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT LEGISLA']%ON ) ‘
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\

dJohn F Jennings
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.

.« appreciate the opportunity to spéai to you about the Vocational Edixdation Ainendments of

1976 as they affect vocational research. I will try to describe the congressional motivations jn writ-
ing these provisions as*well as the actual proviéio?s themselves.” -. . - . = TN

-~

@
v

We must begin by realizing that tlie‘sé amendments cannot be looked g‘t in isolation. Rather,

they must b& viewed in terms of the broader context of .Congress’ attitude towards educational re-
search 7 oo
. " . . N . . )

» ‘' ]

. ¢ .
« e ] .

Al a[n'sutje most of you are well aware, the last decade.has.seert the expendittfi'erof millions
and millions of federal dollars for research in education. These ten years also witnessed the devel-
opment of-regional laboratories and centers throughout the country under the authority of the .

of Education. But the decade also saw the initial/bromis‘e of th\esé creations and of this outpouring
“of funds being frustrated so that the expectations$ surrounding their beginnings remain unfulfilled.

search in Congress, es _ g

* in general has not itted itself recently to substantially increasing the fundi g for educational
tesearch. The latest example of this lack of commitment occurred last week w

priations Committee refused to-accept a budget request from the Administration urging an increase

in the NIE appropriations from last year’s level of $70 million to a new level of $90 million. Instead

the Appropriations Committee left NIE at last year’s budget level. S S g

ially John Brademas of Indiana and Albert.Quie of Minnesota, the Congress

It is safe to say that tBe'present geﬂéraj congressional view of educational research is one of -
skepticism about its effectiveness and therefore a reluctance to increase its funding, and also an un:

* willingness to cut back on support due_to a lingering belief that maybe eventually some good will*

I believe that the last few years’ history of appropriations and the intense controversy surrounding
-the existence of NIE serve to support that conclusion. . )

. . . . . . . %
If.such an attitude now exists in Congress, what.can we attribute to it? I believe that-we can
isolate five factors which impact on this view althotigh I am sure that many othef factors alse exist,
. e, — 3 e A

Ny

millions spent on it within the last decade, T

»A- s -

-

,/Second. is the belief that the little good which has resulted' has not been wiklely dissemi:
nated for use in classrooms. . : .

-l

1. The first is a general feeling that educational research has‘shown féw results for all t_hé o~ N

(4

Elementary and-Secondary Education Act, and the creatiqn in Washington of the National Institute '

a . . . ’
Ever though there are very articulate, forceful and knowledgeable advocates o#’ed ucation re- . .

en'the House Appro-

¥

~8

result. Although it is always very difficult to try to generalize the views of 535 members of Congress,

N
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3. The third is that educationat resedrch compares poorly when set side by side with scien-
tific research and especially with health research: '

IS

.

4. Fourth is that the pressures ace becom’iﬁgl\lmore intense every day to concentrate educa-
tional resources on actual tlassroom instriiction and attendant spiraling costs; such as fuel
. and pension funds. - A ’ w
. . .

hd °

5. The final factor is that congressmen terd to be persons of action who want to'see results
as soon ag possible, and therefore by nature dre not inclined to wait years to see the re- ‘
sults of eXpenditures for research. o e
. e . .

Now I know that there are argumeits that can be made about the &alidity of each one of these
factors, and possibly educationa} researchssuffers from a poor image about what it has achieved and "
as i,mpeﬂtgantly about what can reasonably be expected of it, Nonetheless, my purpose today is not
to debate those points.. Rather, I would like you to understand the context in whichivocational re-

. search was discussed in Congress during 1975 and 1976. Hopefully then, you can understand better .

‘why.Congress did what it did in the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments because what I rave
described as an attitude in Congress about education research in general was also held as regards vo-

cational research in particular. . . . X .

. . e -« - . -
Committee reports accompany bills which are approved by c&pmittees,"and they are impor-

‘tant because frequently they .are the best source of information sumiparizirig congressional hearings

and giving full presentations of congressional thinking concerning legislation. 'I'ﬁerefore, I believe

that it would be worthwhile to read the committee report on the 1976 Vocational Education Amend-

ments if 'you are interested in understanding why Congress did what it did. The remainder of my re-

marks will summarize the amendments Congress adopted which affect. vocational research.

. ’ » ) -
) The vocational amendments affecting research fall into two general categories:” the first type
seeks to remove obstacles created by federal law or administratior{ to the effectiveness 8f vocatipnal
research; and the second type seeks to better focts research to produce the results Congress wants.

s -

Regarding the efforts to remove federal obstdcles to effectiveness; the first action and probably ' -
the most important, is that. the Congress last year finally moved to forward funding the appropria- )
tions under the Vocational Act. The lack of adequate notice of the level of appropriations has always

" been a severe problem in federal education progr%ms,~an¢withpgt a doubt this lack of notice has im-

" peded the effectiveness of vocationalresearch. Soon that problem lbuéh‘t ‘to be resolved. . -

1.3

i

.
- b

el

“%

e | . 3 ... " o ) - ’ . - o« . * . % 4
“The last two changes'on the fgdefal level are requirements in the Vocational Education- Amend-

"+ " *fund§ fot national research. This, too, ought £o allow a more concerted effort to be made by the o o

LN

The second set_of-actions Congresg took concern the direct funding of vocatignal research by

_the U.S. Office of Education. The new amendments require that 5 percent of the appropriations

under the act must be set aside for national programs, including research programs. The Adminis-

tration, in makifg its budget request for fiscal 1978, and the House Appropriations Committee, in

voting out the advance appropriations for fiscal 1978 last week, both respected that S.percent set <
aside. This ought to bring stability to the research program sifice prior congressional appropriations

for vocational gesearch have varied from 5 percent to 10 percent of the total approprjation. '

The Vocational Amendments of 1976 also remove the state allocation'requirément for these

federal government in funding aational reséarch. . . A
¢ \ « . * S :

. . v
~ Y \ P

*ments of 1976 for increased staffing in t!l_e Bureau of Occupational and Adult Educatio*nfaridiforb

R B -
¢ . . .- < v R N b

. . . . .
— “' - PO ;-"4“ . , . Fan
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the establishment of a coordinating committee for vocational €ducation research. The increased .
staffing, which will come about by the end of next year, should lead to more personnel being as-
signed from the national level to assist state and local researchers. _The coordinating committee has

* two purposes: 4o better coordinate the research and demonstration efforts of the Officeof Educa- »
tion, the National Institute of Education, and the Fund for the Improvement of Post-secondary

Education; and-to develop a better management system for all of these research efforts. B
\oas . : :
. . . * b
As regﬁ'ds state_efforts in vocational research, the new vocational amendments.remove the
separate categorical funding for the research program, the exemplary projects program; ‘and the
curriculum development program. This means that a state can, if it wants to, exceed the prior
spending for one or all of these purposes. It also means that the states will haye more flexibility

in integrating these three activities for a more effective program. .

’

I3

N . o i
All of the amendments-and all of the congressional actions I have described up to now are
directed towards easing federal restrictions on the use of funds for research. They are all meant to
help the states and the Otfice of Education do a betteryjob with this increased flexibility.

The second set of amendments involve'actions by Congress to direct attehtiosi more towards = -
achieving better results with the funds used for vocational research. These amen\dments apply to -
the states as well as to the federal government. _

The first of these amendments requires that any funds used for reséarch fust only be used for
applied research. The second amendment requires the states to receive an assurance from the per-
. son or organization receiving a research or a curriculum development contract that this contract ]
: will result in a reasonable probability of improved teaching téchniqi;es or eurriculum materials for .
use in classrooms within five years of the termination of the coptract. As regards exemplary pr(ﬂ-
ects, thestates must show in their state plans the dispesition og) each exemplary projeﬁct‘h&the end
J

of its three yeats of funding.

- Another amendment restricts states to only making contracts for research, exemplary projetts, )
and curriculum development. The 1J.S. Office of Education is restricted to primarily making con- t
) . tracts but also is permitted to make grants in isolated cases and then only when these grants will
result jn a reasonable probability of improved teaching technigues or curriculum materials within
five years of the termination date of the grant. ; o R

. Another amendment encourages states to disseminate the results of their research findings much
more widely by authorizing-the hiring of local disseminators within the states. States must also make
greater efforts to develop curriculum materials free of sex sterdbtyping, and the U.S. Office of Edu- B
cation'must convert for civilian use curriculum materials developed by the Armed Services. -

- s ® ~ -] . -
’l‘he=la_st dmendment requires states to develop comprehensive plans of program improvement
“under the direction of the research, coordinating units for all of their efforts involving research, de- 3'~

Fw

»

monstration programs, and curriculum development.
; )

o " " All of these amgndments are meant to give a better focus to.federally assisted programs. The .
N Congress has made clear in its committee reports and in its floor discussions that it wants to see bet-
/ - ter and quicker results from the expenditure of federal funds for research, demonstration programs,

. and curriculum development in vocational edugation. It also has admitted tthat its own actions
".. 2 thrdugh tardy appropriations and erratic funding-and through undue restrictions in federal laws ..
have impeded thé’effe;c'tivepess‘of efforts in this field. | S S ‘ c

‘. 4 ., e . =

B & -
~
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Congress has tried to eliminate the 1mped1ments it created in its laws and in its practices, and
now it expects the Office of Education and the states to produce ‘better and qy;eker results .

. The end product of all these-efforts must be to qlevelop better.local vocatlonal education pro-
grams thyoughout the country. And, given our growing awareness of;our limited resources, we must -
make all possible efforts to achieve that result with the funds available to us. Proje¢ts which have
been funded in the past may no longer be funded.in the future, not necessirily becguse they have

' “no worth but rather because there are other projects which can show better results more quickly.
Efforts ln the past have been too unfocused» and now the? must be targeted much more precisely.

‘ I would like to goSe this discussion by saylng a few words about the last major amendment
Congress adopted regarding vocational research { That amendment réquires the Commissioner to
‘create a national center for research in vocatlonal educatron »

. .
l\ 4 ¢

) This center must conduct applied research, develop leadership activities, disseminate results,
assist in national planning, serve as a clearmghoﬁse‘ for information on previously f unded programs’
and assist the states and local school districts in planning and evaluation: - :

-

That descnptron shows that the national center will have quite a monumental task to perform,
and it also shows that much is expected of it by the Congress. We have yet to see which institution .
will be chosen and how that 1nst1tutloruv1ll go about its tasks. .

I would, however, like to leave one thought and that is that whichever institution is chosen it
must dedieate itself to modermzmg vocational education and’ makmg it a more relevant and ‘flex1ble
system of education.” If this center merely becomes a “cheering section” for what already exists, it
will receive considerable support from the field and will probably assure itself of a comf ortable
existence. But that choice will doom the center to 1neffect1vene§s gg)the long run.

rw -

The new vqcational amendments show th t vocational educatro has to broaden itself and K‘
teach out in its planning and operation of programs to many different types of agencies and people
than it has ever involved before. These amendments also show that local programs must be made
much more relevant to immediate and perspective jobs than they are doing now. The national center
must assist in fulfilling the promise of these amendments. Otherwise, 1t.wall be, and ought to | be
judged a failure, V.

N -
[ . . - .
v
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é COMMENTARY ON LEGISLATION AFFECTING

.\ S VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
° L ) . * . ) - —
& . : . / N . . 1 by - . v ' o
! John F. Jennings =~ | -
Co- J " and « ‘ ,
, . : - Charles W. Radcliffe’ ) -

- 3 <

- -~ [

‘ Question: ” What kind of information or data would Congress require that would compel fherg ,
: to give greater emphasis to special needs types of populations (i.e., disadvantaged2
handicapped, bilingual)? . X,

. &

~ - . -

t

Response (Jack Jennings): .
. - b ~ . oo ‘ ' ,
_Congress deals with legislation generally in cycles, so that when the 1963 Voeational Educa- .
1 tion Act went on the books, it wasn’t looked at until 1967. That res“ulted in the 1968 Amendments.
“The'1968 Amendments weren’t looked at until 1975, then they were looked at that year and the
~  mext year and that resulted in'the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976. So, really what’s
going to hdppen, except for some oversight of programs, is no basic change in legislation until 1982
" or1983. So what you are talking about is what kind of data needs to be available in the early 1980°s
to help Congress. : ' e

-*
+

For this reason, I think you should be concerned first of all with what kind of data you can
develop to help states implement the 1976 Amendments, I think you will find that the women’s
groups did a wonderful job of presenting to Congress data on the sex stereotyping and sex discrimi-
nation which exists in vocational education at the present time. We had separate hearings on sex
discrimination”afid sex stereotyping. Members who were indifferent on the subject came out of ~

-
*

those hearings believing that they wanted to make very substantial changes in'the act to help reduce °

, sex'bias and sex stereotyping. The new act does reflect a whole series of amendments seeking to
move the state and local school districts in that direction. I think in terms of having an impact on
thelegislators, the women’s organizations did a superb job, one of the best I’ve seen in nine years, -
of making their case and getting some action. Now, I think the important thing is what can you do
to implement these amendments to bring about change in state and local school districts. That is

the kind of data, in my opinion, you should be concentrating on now. Not necessarily national
data for use by legislators at this time, because Congress will not be reconsidering this area again

“for over five years. ]
-+ . Question: Would you deal with the teacher education provisions in th€ new law?
., ' " - \ . " e - . . .
. Response (Jack Jennings): . . I -

I know there are a number of people here who, are interested in 'teachpr trafning. I think that
Qéngress found that the EPDA Program which has beenrin existence since 1968 didn’t quite meet

s, 1

. 1 . -

-~

[
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the level of expectations held-for it then and, that while it did a lot-of good, it didn’t do it in the
manner that Congress thought whep they wrate EPDA into the 1968 Amendments. Congress was
especially concerned that the pgogran{ was not originally nreant to be limited to high level types of
people who would go into top agministrative positions in state departments or in large school dis-
. tricts. Isthink Congress intended that some individuals selected would be going back into the voca-
. tional education classroom. Congress also thought the program should be operated 6n a national
competition basis and not simply. be operated through state departments of education, .

Based on these concerns, Congress in 1976 modified the EPDA Program in two respects. They
stated that the Office of Education had-imposed a regulation on"the program that was not called :
for.in the law, by delegating its responsibilities to state departments of education and that such
delegation is not to occur in the future. That means from now on, leadershﬁ) awards will be on the
basis of a national competition‘with applications sent to the U.S. Office of Education. The second
change made was the addition of two new programs. Congressman Blouin of Iowa especially thought ~
it was time for Congress to address the imbalance that presently. exists in the oversupply of teachers
in some areas and undersupply in 'o_ther areas. The undersupply is in early childhood education, vo-
cational education, and education of the handicapped. Congress has therefore amended the EPDA
Fellowship Program to select teachers who are certified in the oversupply fiélds and retrain them for
positions in vocational education. They also authorized a program which allows for individuals from )
industry to be brought into the schools for the purpose of teaching job skills to students. The U.S.
Office of Edugation administrators in Washington, D.C. are very skeptical as to whether either one -
of those two ngw programs can be successful. They feel that applicants for these two programs will :
be few. The Cf)ngressmen believe differently. They feel tliere will be a number of teachers who will”™ -
apply for this fellowship and also a number of people from industry who wish to teach in public
schools. .o ! . -

- .

I would not misinterpret this as a device to take teachers who are not prepared in terms of the
skills necessary to teach in vocational education and simply provide them with a job due to declining
enrollments. The emphasis in both cases is on people who have skills that needed to be taught in vo-
cational education and who require some assistance in moving into, the vocational education prefes-
sion. I think there is as much interest in getting people from industry as there is for ge_tt'ing teachers
who are unemployed. ' - ‘

S
-

.
. —_

Response (Charles Radcliffe): ' . ~ i

I think the reason that Congress is right in this new program is that there are many people who
are changing careers due to disenchantment with what they are doing. Many would like to- get into
something like vocational education where they could use the knowledge they possess to good ef-
fect and have a genuine impact for gogd on people’s lives.. 7. ‘ )

I think that BYrl Shoemakey has done an extraotdinary jbb in this respect in Ohio. Heand I
have talked about the desirability of such-a-prfgram for’years., - )

13

4 ’ - hd R
¢ » . . ; . ’./"“'
Question: Several criteria were developed for the evaluation provisions in the new law. Are '~ .
these criteria realistic in terms of the difficulty in obtaining such data? : '
' ’ ' , L. - . . (‘ , . .
Response (Charles Radtliffe): -

\ - / M

There has been considerable discussion co’hcérhihg what sorfof criteria to use to evaluate pro-
grams. Depending on who was making the judgement, of course, you could come out differently,
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... and criteria different from those in the new act were suggested. There was a concern that vocational
education doesiprepare-people for more than immediate job placement, although job placement cer-
tainly is the goal. Still, having people go into the armed forces from vocational programs, as well as
¢ into post-secondary academic work and other areas certainly should count as “placement:” The crux
: - __of the matter is “how do you tell whether a program should be retained or dropped and whethe{ the
program is successful or not?” When you attempt to answer these questions, the fundamental c¥i-
teria must be job placement in jobs for which an individual is prepared or in a closely rélated job area.
. The next logical criteria relates to a person’s perception of whether or not he/she was well prepared
for the job and whether or not he/she was satisfied with the,area for which he/she prepared. Third,
one must consider the employer’s perception of whether the'vécational program is worthwhile from
* his/her’point of view. That perhaps is the critical measure. Thus, we selected those criteria that
should be the very essence of what you would base a judgment as to whether 3 program should be
added, dropped, or maintained. If you listed any additional cri eria, fheré would be’ overlap/to the
point that program administrators would be confused and the d ta collected confounded tq the ex-

tent that it might-be useless for program planning.

L4 - -

. .. l ’ - ‘ < ’ I'

[}
- . » . i . !
Question: The question is, what about other evaluation factors such as family backgfound,
i

personal command of the basics, apd-academic basic skills which may be involved?
b ‘Response (Jack Jennings): ’ o
, AR 4 ~. L. ! .
. . - : ey LI
— Yes, of course, those are important. I know.that vocational educgtbrs are asking hq question, .
“Why judge us by standards that aren’t applied to the rest of education?” Maybe it’s because Con-
gress has taken the lead in this country in'encouraging vocational education and has. great deal of
faith in the capability of vocational educatigqn to solve some of the difficult employment problems

-~

3

a we face. So, they’re asking more of vocational education.

But dlso I weuld hazard a guess that when Congress gets around.to renewing sbme of the other.
educational programs, they’re going to be more stringent in terms of the evaIuatig') of those pro-
‘grams. Certainly, this should hold true for the-Title I Program in the Elementary And Secondary
Education Act. - R ) ' NS / '

- f .
As rogatds vocational education, Congress felt that often job performance 'hd/"ob satisfaction
. . are the most appropriate waysto evaluate how well a person is prepared for a v ca:}h. Sure, all
these other factors are involved and we all know that. It seems to me that, perhaps/even more im-
portant tham vocational skills, gré the fundamental academic skills of reading, riiing, and figuring. .
That mdy be the greatest point of failure in American education. It should perhaps be our greatest
concerp. There again, I’'m not sure that everything can be done by the schogl.. It’is increasingly im-
- portant that we use every community and family resource available to us and find more effective
ways tio help families deal with thése problems. I’'m not sure all of that ca b,é done by, federal ac- ¥
tion, t;?lt I am reasonably confident that we, as a people, haye the capacity/tg overcome this problem.

‘ -

Question: What should be the thrust of vocational edugation from Congress’ point of view?
ey T AN . . e k
- " Response (Chatles Radcliffe): ' . V .
. b T e . Sl

I-thinlg that, clearly, the thrust is preparation for employment. I/think historically that has
been the thrust of it. If that isn’t the purpose of vocational educatio , what is the purpose? Why
. have 1t? .I’m not saying that there-aren’t other values. I’m not sayin that at all. My dad wasa
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v blacksmith’and a good man. There a% a lot of values that I gained from.associating with my father
. . and knong ‘something about his work, and there were values he derived from his trade other than : .
economic. He had a great feeling for the artistic possiblities of handwrought metal. ‘But the prim-
ary reward-was employment. Now, I'm sure there are other values in education. Butias I would .
assess the mood of Congress, they’re thinking moreand more that educatiop, all of education, ought
to be preparation for productive employment in this Soclety “They realize other values are there and
C that they are important. But without productlve employment in some career, what do the other
values amount to? Very-generally, that is my assessment of the mood of Congress. That’s why there.
is so much interest in What is called career education. Let me say, very briefly, that we have some o
problems with which we snmply must deal.-In good times and bad, the rate of unemployment of ..
out-ef-school youth in this country between the ages of sixteen and twenty-four is substantial. Most . °*
. of them arg in the full-time civilian labor market. The rates of un%nploymen are the highest in the )
Western world, and they are bad in good economic times. They are disgraceful. -This in very large -
part is structuraI unemp'loyment It is a reflection of young people without employable skills. The
" - other causal factor is the limited employment opportunities for women. Jack talked about the
evidence before the House Education and Labor Cofiimittee. 1 must say as afather of a yoling
daughter, I was shocked by the irrefutable evidence presented. For example, the average woman
college graduate in.the full-time work force in this country earns less today ‘than the average male ..
high sthool dropout in the full-time labor force. The differential between the income of women
. and men in our country is not growing less. It’s growing larger and has been over the past decade.
There are a variety of reasons for some of these trends, not all related to education, but vocational
"education has a tremendous responsibility in solvnng societal problems related to prepar.atlon for_

-

.

] employment. - . .
- . = ! : o - 4 . -
Question: What, was the Corfressional intent-with regard to unpai¢ émployment?” "
' , . v '
Response (Jack Jennings): e . )

With unpaid employment, don’t thlnk it’s so much Congress having a preclse ldea about what
it wanted to authorize. Rather, they didn’t want to close the door by sayingthat dccupational train-
ing can only be for paid employment I feel they recognized that there could be situations in which
someone could learn a job skill, but decide not to accept”money or decide to do volunteer v?ork

. There could also be a number of other situations. - \
Question: Does Congress have a view that vocational education can lead to helping resolve yotith
. unemployment, problems? -t o
Responsé (Jack Jennings): | - . v : : A R

° {

i give a very frank answer which lS always dangerous when you are a staff member and worklng
for dther people. I think you’ll find that some members of Congress believe that very much. ] feel’
that both"Congressman Perkins from Kentucky and Mr. Quie from Minnescta do. We have found
Congress to be more than willing'to vote for a vocational education bill authorizing funds for the
program. But when dollars.are considered (that.is, when appropriations are actually made), we have

» not seen a big dollar increase for vocational educatjon, in any substantive terms, for at least six years. .

This is especially true when you consider the rate of inflation. Part of the’ problem has been a Repub-

N

lican administration and a Democratic Congress feuding over education dollars and whether dollars r -
T should be speat for-social programs or other things. It as alsa partially an indication'that a*percep-
tion exi among a number of memberg of Congress and the people ln'the Office of Management
: ) ‘ . - H\:«-:rf»'- \ - ) . : - -
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and Budget, that vocational education.is not all that relevant to immediate job prospects. Now that
) ~ may be a rather harsh statement and one which my boss doesn’t agree with at all. But I.think that
* " isthe perception of a numbey, of people. Look at the recent Carter budget r8quests. He's asking
. billions for CETA programs for youth unemployment. Congress is_also putting billions into public ~
/.. Worksand we can’t get $100 million as an increase in appropriations for vocatiopal education.

Congressman Perkins and_Congressrian Quie sent a lgtter to the Appropriations Committee in the *
Hobuse requesting such 4n increase, they tried to work with the committee members to get that in-
crease. Instead, vocational education received $25 million as an increase whichebarely meets the
rate of inflation. It’s very difficult to get money out of Congress in any.substantial terms for voca-
- tional education. I think part of it is budgetary problems, but more importantly, it is the image of

A\l ]

vocational education among important decision-makers. - ) -t
* * ' ] a v ! .
Question:* Why does vocational education legislation address areas which are clearly the respon- ‘
> sibility of agencies other than education? . '
- : .= 4 i
Response (Jack Jennings): : R .

-~

,e

. \ - , ? .
-Part of it is just purely an institutional problem. If you've ever been ihvolved in public policy -
wofk, whether it’s in the city council, the state legislature, or the national legislature, jt inevitably
has to remind you of the image people evoke when they say that Something looks liké. ““an elephang
- that was put together by a committee”’ It has different pieces hanging out at different-parts. Thesé
-bills a‘r'e_not .written by any one persor?_. They’ra gereyally written by a group-of people-or by a
. " committee. : N’ - Yo -
- . ( v R - . \ 4 )
The new vocational education law is yery unusual in having some uniformity-+o it. If you look

=l ~
at other laws, you’ll find‘ different pieces going off in really different directions because different
' '‘Congressmen and Sen‘atoars have developed a chunk here and there. Even in this law, you have some
‘ things that sort of “hang’out.” It’s just institutional. ., , .-+ _ , ., \,?3 T e .

<., \ . L ‘ , . . ! -
Now with those payticular things that you mentionedﬁ I'think that the corred't‘i“onal institution
emphasis.is in the bill because of Senator Pell. He has vety strong interests in trying to get better
job training in prisons in Rhode Island, and‘he’s Chairman of thd Senate Education Gommittge °
- Which is a powerful position in the’area of educatipn. He carried his"intgrests into the Vocatiomal *

/ Education Bill, He Wagvery insistent that the corrections provisions in the Senate-bilkbe incor- N
. - A

s ) / porated into th.e,final bill._ The mem‘be}'s agreed toit. .= .. . ~ -

-

- .. x r - , “ ) - ¢ s
_ \’ In another area, Congressmarn, Quie has Very stro%/g in<terests_in Indian education and was re- -
= sponsibla for the Indian provision in the bill. Hewas also very insistent.that the provision be car- o
~~ried threugh to the end and be incorporatedtmerfinal legislation. L o
' : - ¢ : . . \ . -t
. ., . - X
So/;t’s partially because of the manner in,which legislation comes about. You can have one or "
' two members insisting on sometﬁing and because of their argume,n' ,forcefully carry them through.
It’s also because you need a eoncensus in gettifg something finalizéd. : A '
: ' v 7 < .
In additionrto.those reasons, I think you find that Con;@E/not reluctant to violate institu-
* tional sanctity. Evgry.r'low and then, they feel that somebody should be stirred up a little bit. May-
. beif you give authority to the State Board of Vocational Education in Rhode island to offer a cor-*
", rectional program, you’ll encourage the fDepartmgént of Prisons to move forward and d6 something

on'its own. . - _ . . .
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I know Congress has done that in legislation dealing with overseas schools for Us. Armed
Forcesdependents. The education committees in Congress have written into federal education . .
laws provisions saying that certain amounts of money available under the Elementary and Second-

- ary Education Act will: be available to the overseas schools which-are operated bysthe Bepartment

_ of Defense. D.0.D.-overseas schools are the tenth or eleventh largest school system in the world.
Yet, the defense committees, in both the House and the Senate, do not want U.S, Office. of Educa-
tion money going info their. schools They want t6 maintain total confrol gver those schools. But
our committees wrote in provisions in 1965 and 1966 regarding D.0.D. overseas schools; knowing.
they wouldn’t be implemented: This put the defense committees on notice that some day they
could be implemented. That had the effect of pt1sh1ng the defense committees into making certain
improvements in ¢he overseas schools. So, sometimes these provisions are put in nop because Con-

.gress wants to respect institutional lines (even within Congtess itself ), but rather because.it sges that

if you apply a little pressure, you’ll get some changes that are good in terms of the end product.

— . L 3 ’

\

.

Question:’ What kind of guidance can you give us about the adequacy of the research and im-

: pact data of target groups identffied in the Vocational Amendments of 1968 and
now again in the 1976 Amendments specifically the handicapped, the dlsadvantaged
and_the post-secondary? What kind of guidance can you give us about the adéquacy

. of the evidence that comes before Congress on the impact of vocational education
on these various groups?- . ’

‘ .
r.
~ ‘ ~ Al
>
7

Response (Jack. Jenmhgs)

That is a dlfflcult question. [ remember back in 1967-68, Charrm!n Perkins was very proud of
the fact that there was a study which showed that vocational educatlon graduates were more em-
ployablethan general graduates of high schools and he was able to use that report as a debating
point to say that this was good expenditure of money, that it shows that vocational education is
doing its job. It.also showed that if you spend this mopey, in the long run Congress will be more '
than paid back in increased inconde taxes for the addi funds it’s expending for vocational edu-
cation. But, I haven’t noticed that type of report bél g “avhilable within the last several years. In
fact, the types of reports we have seen have shown that vocational graduates after the first couple
of years, usually wind up with the same type of job earnings as general graduates do out of high
school. So,d think that this type of information that’s available to OMB specialists and the Con-
gressional Budget Office, has raised questions in people’s minds about whether vocational education
is doing a job wh1ch is going to result in people getting better ;obs over time. R

)

Resgonse_(Charles Radcliffe): o : ‘ L

. N -~
I think this is why you have the strong provisions on evaluation. We need that kind of infor-
mation. ’ i P Ll
Response (Jack Jennings): e ‘ L

¥

Now you can argue many different thmgs Out of that answer. You can say is it legitimate ‘to
take one report with all its limitations and disregard those limitations. You know generally what
appears in the methodology chapter which goes on forever and is written in | nguage which nobody
can understand. It would be better to draw conclusions and then select the conclusion less all the
dependent clauses that can be-used as.a debating weapon. You know péople do that and they gert-
erally do it to support their own conclusiops. . y
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No.negheles§, there has to be some type of evidence to show that vocational education is doing
; a better job in getting people better jobs than just sending kids through regular classrooms. In the
' ' ,\case of the disadvantaged, it’s the same type of thing. If there were evaluation reports showing
o that minerity children from Cleveland, after going through vocational courses, did get jobs and that
. they were doing much better than students in other situations, that would ‘make an impression on

. Congress. It would help members who want to increase dollars for vocational education develop a

«s

‘ case for those dollars. . L o ) <, . S
. ‘ o , o )
_ Now, I don’t mean to leave you with a totally gloomy impression about increased federal fund-
t _ Ing for,vocational educ¢ation. Ithink that another battle can be made this year and I'do see a grow- -
‘. ingconcensus in Washindton that vocational education has been shortchanged for the last several ' P ’

years. I can dgduce that from the talk among the various education groups that they do realize in
| the Carter budget and all, that vocational education did not get its due and so possibly with the fis-.
" cal 1978 budget, there will be an opportunity to bring about a substantial increase. ] -

\J2

..
U

;Response‘(.(}harles Radecliffe): ' ’ ‘ v ‘ >

You know on the funding, too, just very briefly, I would put it in a somewhat different per-
spective. In 1962, out of a total of $284 million spent for yocational education by*state,’local, and « .
federal sources, $51.4 million came from the federal government. Today, the total expenditure for
vocational education is about $4.5 billion. While we do not have exact figures, we are hoping {or R
; $600 million this year Trom the federal government in'support of vocational education. Now, I
&. - . .-, don’t know of any other major education program that has had that kind of increased feder, .sup- ..

- " port.- Perhraps there is‘one, but I'm not aware of it. &

!‘ . 1 y . € ,

Question: Are you really saying that we have limited information on the out¢ome?6f the
general program?
o .4 .
Response (Jack Jennings): .o f
' : . / -3 .
» Well, Idon’t know about national studies. You know its very difficult, wi;/h a éountry of 215 -
}ri‘llion people, to come up with a national study that’s going to mean much. I think we’d be more’
_than pleased if you had a sample study of a few states. Researchers in Washington, D.C. enjoy
spending their money on national studies, The U.S. Office of Education, it seems, will take every
dollar available and inves;t it in a national longitudinal study. Our problems with that type of ap-
proach is that what these researchers adopt as their standards, aren’t always what Congress is willing. .
to accept as standards of success. For example, the use of reading scores as thq standard of success
in Title' I. There islack of agreement that Title I is meant to improve reading scores. Secondly, it
depends on who they’re looking.at. Sométimes they refer to small'groups and'sometimes to large
groups. Sometimes they take samples which people disagree with, which is the common research
- -argument. Another problem is ﬂmt their timing for such studies is generally atrocious. If we are
" to renew.the Elementary and Secondary Education'Act.in 1978;and renew itjuntil 1984 or 1985 ,
.and which has been known for four years, rgsearg:hers will probably finish their relevant sfudies.
""" about 1980. It will probably not be finished n time to have an effect on what Congress is going to .
- do. By the time Congress gets around to the %x/t renewal, the data will be outdated and people
- Will say it’s no longer valid. Thus, you’ve got to dg it over again. .
y

.
A <

Question: EvaJuation is implicit throughout the legislation. Who is inte ded to do which eval-
' ons, for\what purpg@,}and are they to be articulated? )
» . -
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Respons,e.(Charles Radcllffe)

They are mtenaed Lo serve a varietysof purposes Perhaps we haven’t thought enough about
the articulation of ev:a.luatlon Paxt of the problem is that they serve different purposes: The NIE |
study is a one’hot study for Congressional purposes, to get an independént evaluatldn of where
vocational education is now. The Jocal evaluation is an ongding effort to encourage or require them
to assess their own programs. 'We have felt they should have been assessed all along. The state eval- |

% uations are to.assist them in their own planningand are an bngoing effort. Hopefully, the results -
of these various evaluation efforts will be artlculated where appropriate. But Idon t think they are.
necessarily conf hctmg I think they serve different and quite l%gtlmate purposes

. ~ I T I Y
Question: Is there anythmg else we could do to emphasize greater working relatlonshrps be- 5»
.- tween the Office of Management and Budget and the Congress? It seems to me that
most of the legislation addresses more accountability. On the other hand, .OMB-has
+ |, restricted data collection efforts as a result of federal laws. Is there any way we.
could get these two workmg together? ] .

’

Response- (Jack Jennmgs)' N

¢

In response to the first part of the questlon on OMB 'OMB has become more restrictive. I feel
they should be, given the many data requests going out. There ’s not much use in collecting a lot of ®
information just for the sake of, collecting it. But, if somethmg is written in a law, as in, this.case, P
where we thy to be as clear as possible regirding the purpose for which the data w1ll be used, I don’t
see where OMB can say no. I {on’t see where there is @ conflict right now, in_the sense of the law i
saying one thing and OMB sayihgno. If it’s in the law, it’s going to have to be done. OMB will have
to t;ind different areas to cut back on, not,the provisions that are set out in the law.«

v

" \

. {
Question: What is being done by Congress to insure coordination does occur betweén federal
' agencies? What strategies and systems for coordination have been’ developed"

1

Response (Charles Radél;ffe) :

—

~

It is very difficult, as you know, at the federal 18vel tqQ deal with matters that cross departmen-

tal lines. It’s especially difficult to get the U.S. Department of Labor and HEW, or the Bureau of

i Indiap Affairs and the U.S. Office of Educatl’bn to work together. But we are certainly encouraging
that and, for the first time, Congress i§ setting up, by law, interdepartmental committees (Depart-
ments of Labor and HEW) workmﬁ with the information and data base at the federal level. At the
state level, we're trying to at least build bridges thtough cross-membership on advisory or adminis-
trative boards For example, the Comprehensive Employment and Training people will serve on the
State Advisory Council for Vocational Education and State Vocational Education Advisory Council *
people will serge on the Governor’s Manpower Council under CETA. There are a variety of devices
of that kind that can be used. It’s a difficult task and Congress has no magic answers about how to
bring about such cooperation. They certainly are trying to mcreasmgly encourage cooperation. As
Jack said earlier, our‘resources are limited and there’s a growing unhappiness abqut our resources
being-wasted, and particularly unhappmess about people fighting over turf when really they re deal-
ing with the same set of problems. . . .

-
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Qu_estion: Why has early childhood education bden given such minor attention in the bill? )
- Is the provision for day care centers & mandate for funding? .
"Response (Jack Jennings): B S C .

» No, Congress wrote that in the bill as an authorized use of funds under the state’s block grant,
There is no mandatory requirement that this detivity has to be funded by the state. I think you’ll.
find that when we reriew the legislation in.1982, very few federal dollars will have been used for
day care centers under the Vocational Education Act. This is because it’s going to be the state
board of vocational education which is basically makifig the decisions regarding the authorization
of funds for such programs. Ido think its existence in the bill is more symbolic, in that it shows -

* that Congress does feel it is extremely important that vocational educatidn begin to do something

about sex stereotyping. It is not telling vocational education it is at fault more than anybody else.

It is a pervasive problem throughout society. It’s Congress’ way of saying that in the renewal of

this legislation, vocational education has to make a start. Hopefully, other people will also make a

start. .. ’ ’ "
. . . ! - 'y ” - T
Question: Is Congress considering more res‘fi'ctions on the funding of vocatjonal education

research? ’ e - - ' .

b . ) -

. - - ) t
Response (Jack Jennings): + . : . ot

f S ‘ - )
", With regard to the impact statement, it comes do:r\l\to a situation where the congressmen de-- '
cided that they had put relatively few restyictions on the expenditure of federal dollars for voca-
tional research in the years past. The only:festrictions have been on the amount of dollars that - %
have been available. Congress clearly has been at fault in creating erratic funding patterns for that
program and also in duration of funding. But when it comes to restrictions on the fype of_thing - .
which can be funded, there have been relatively few. I think Congress felt that after looking around ‘
" for the results of research and.not finding many, they feared that millions of dollars spent for re- .
search may not have yielded much. This may be tilting the halarice a little too much the other way,
but Congress wants to see some results from research in the next five years. If they don’t see results,
then gley may have second thougﬁabout funding vocational education research. That may be too -
harsh.” Maybe it’s being short-sight®d to a degree. It was debated intensely until the bill came out
" of conference. Much time was spent by congressmen and senators debating the merits of these
provisions. They finally decided that in this area they wanted results and they wanted them relatively .
» soon. They did alléw some flexibility-in dealing with national contracts. ° i

. <

The provisions read that states cannot. make research, curriculum development, or exemplary
program grants. Rathergthey must have contracts for all these purposes and they do have to show
results. With the federamollqrs, there can be grants in some Situations, but these grants must show
. Tlts within five years. There can be contracts without the restriction on showing results within  _ -
e yearS”. Thus, there.is some flexibility for the U.S. Office of Education to contract with people
without having to have this impact statement within five years. The national cénter, of course, is
exempted from that requirement altogether, so there is considerable flexibility with funding tBat

provision of the bill. . . .

Now, it’s a matter of balancing. I think the congressmen felt they had left the language t6o
loose, They didn’t feel they receiveg a sufficient product. Even though it.is now overbalancing in
the opposite direction, it should providg'assurance that they get visible results. ' -

N .. : A
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Question: .. What kmd of ev1dence of results do you thlnk Congress is expecting from vocational .
educatron research? Should they not have been more definitive? °. . .
Response (Jacle Jennmgs) , / - K 3 T e

~ . The p'rowsron says that it has to have meact in the classroom in teaching techniques or cur-
. "ric ulum materials. I don’t think you would ‘have Md Congress fo spell it out more specifically.
If they dld; I feel it might have been too restr1ct1ve It"s better that Congress expressed their intent
- which says’ ‘that there has to be.a reasonable probability of effects in the classroom. It doesn’t say
“ that there absolutely has to be overt results. It says there has to be a reasonable probability that
. something is goingto come outeof it. Now, if you want less flexrblhty than that, maybe next time
+ around Cong;ess wilk do s?. ‘In th1s b I, I thmk they just wanted to express their intent.

; »

Tl et .o N
s or ) \
e . Questlon,‘;g You have given us many examples of how we ‘must improve vocatlonal education |
v it T reseanch as well as problems we need to overcome; what other recommendations .
. j" . ‘do’ you have forus? . . | . . ) ‘
S -, 4 o Lot ! v * .
i R,esponse (Jack Jennmgs) - . ‘n « . ' . ’ -

-
-

’

’. A That s the whole purpose of it, You know we had such a nice day here I was havmg second
thoughts about reading my speech, but I don’t want to not tell you the truth from our perspective.
ﬁ’ ou know, as Secretary Richardson used to say, depending sa whére you sit determines where you © .,

./ i stand, and we’re sitting in a staff capacity for Congress. My paper.reflects the corigressmbn s percep-
< ..~ .tions,more or less. There is some disagreement, but this is therr‘perceptron. Now, people in the re-
/ , .search community may have a different perception. People out in-local school dlstrléts might have
pas an entirely different perception, but all I'm trylng to tell you is what Congress believes and what

they’d like to see result from the federal money that is invested in vqcational education research.

I think when Congress comes back and "looks at vocational education research, things had bedter be
dlfferent than they are now. Look at the National Academy of Science’s report on vocational edu-
cation research. It’s about 100 percent in accord with what the House Committee came out.with’ A
in its committee report and there seems to be a vrew that vocational education is riot on course.

Part of it is Congress fault. Don’t take 1t as crltrclsm that it’s solely the research community’s
problem. Part of it is Congress When you provide $20 million in one year, $35 million the next .
year, and $15 million the next year; - and you provide it nine months int6 the school year, then the

‘ next year provide it three months after the school year has ended and next year.provide it six

months into the school year you know part of the problem is.Congress. That’s clear, but Congress

is trying fo clean up its act. Now it would like researchers to-clean up the1r act.

1 - !
. 4 : o f i .
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;. Question: Why were the evaluatlon criteria in the bill selected rather than a multltude of other
- characterlstlcs that could have been selected? b e

Response (Jack Jennings): = . - ' S o o -
' R
Society is so complex that sometrmes you have to be simple-minded and say that wlth these .
dollars, at this time,.this is what we’re going to try-to-do.” I méan there are endless reasons, éndiess -
complexities in life; and-sometimes you do have to put shutters on and say_ that if we’re going todo ~
this at this part1cular~trme~ it may not achieve itself completely, but it’s going to nudge people to
some extent or it’s going tb push somethmg in'a direction that will bring about change. I think

that’s what they did with this leglslatlon Theres an endless argument which yeu can make about

3y . [ l,-.
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whether these are the only two criteria which ought to be used to judge the success of programs and . 0T
the arguments are valid on both sides of the issue. It’s just that, at this particular point in time, Con-
" gress is saying that vocational education has to more accurately show that it’s training hople for .
. / needed job categories than it’s doing now. The local evaluation requirements do not say that the ,
program has to be terminated if it does not shiow success in placement. It does not say_that 4t all.
Allit says is that it’s important to have that information and make it known. I don’t mean to react: .
so harshly, but I’ve just heard the evaluation question jump up a numbher of times and it shouldn’t
<o, be misunderstood. It shouldn’t be understood as the only test of whether anything succeeds, but -
C . it should be undetstood as an indication of whether funding from federal sources should continue .
" for that particular program.-Now, there may be other reasons. If you’re in the middle of Cleveland ¢
and you’re training kids and-they can’t get jobs, there may be a lot-of other reasons why they can’t
get jobs. But, we should know what kind of program they’re offering in Cleveland®and whether it’s
meeting its objectives. - : . i ) .

-

Response (Cl_larles Radcliffe):
-8 .

. . e . N ., R .
The other reasons, too, can be explained. There’s nothing that say$ that if an abberation in the
' v‘economy occurs (as in the construction industry in the last four years), it wouldn’t be a perfectly
-~ satisfactory“explanation for failure to place apprentice or vocational graduates in thosesjobs. We
. ' also feel that, in the long term, what we’re moving toward, and I hope rapidly, is a far more sophis. .
ticated job market analysis than we have in place today. I hope: that the national center, when it’s. .

- established, can.make a contribution to that end also. > )
Question: Are the research coordinating units ifl each state responsible for gr“yiting funds for
research, development, and exemplary programs? . " .
). Rebponse (Jack Jennings): - _
' < ~
You’re exactly correct. In the present law, which is to go into effect October 1, research co- -
ordinating units are mentioned under the research section and they are the funding authority for .

*  research grants. They are also told to develop comprehensive plans of program improvement. Un-
" der the exemplary program section, it reads that a state’can make grants pursuant to these-compre-
. hensive plansfor exemplary programs. In the curriculum development section, a state can make
. grants for curriculum development. That could lead tb a situation like that which presently exists
where three programs could be operated by three different units in the state department of educa-
tion. What the original House Bill said was that all three programs had to be tied together intoa =~ _ -
., comprehensive program improvement effort adninistered by the state research coordinating unit.
‘ - . “That was lost in conference. It was lost partially through inadvertence and partially through some
opposition.. What the technical amendment bill does is.restore the original House Committee lan-
guage which'says that 4lt three programs would be administered by state research coordinating units
pursuant ¢o a,c‘ompreheqsive plan of progrdém improvement. If the technical amendrhent bill goes
through, the three-programs will be integrated togethet in a much better fashion. This was one of
the prime criticisms of the Natiohal Academy of Scier;cg report. . '
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